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H. H. Stevenson suggests that firms’ management practices range along a 
spectrum from highly entrepreneurial to highly administrative. At the 
entrepreneurial end are promoter firms with a focus on new opportunities and at 
the administrative end are trustee firms with an inward focus on resources 
controlled. Theory suggests that entrepreneurial management practices should 
result in entrepreneurial activities. i.e. a propensity to create new combinations of 
resources through which new products or services may be introduced or through 
which new markets may be entered.  However, hitherto these propositions have 
not been empirically tested. In this paper we put them to an empirical test by 
examining how entrepreneurial management practices affect entrepreneurial 




Resource recombination is the source of new products and services and/or 
the entering of new markets (Schumpeter, 1934; Galunic & Rodan, 1998). 
Recently, studies within corporate entrepreneurship and the resource-based view 
of strategy have started to focus on how such entrepreneurial activities are 
stimulated, fostered, and maintained in existing organizations (Brown, Davidsson 
and Wiklund, 2001; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2001; Galunic and Rodan, 1998; Guth 
and Ginsberg, 1990; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Miller, 1983; Stopford and Baden-
Fuller, 1994; Teece, Pisano & Schuen, 1997). It has been suggested that certain 
management practices  facilitate entrepreneurial resource recombination activities 
(e.g. Covin & Slevin, 1991a; Miller, 1983; Murray, 1984; Zahra, 1991; Stevenson 
& Jarillo, 1990) by making it possible for organizational members to take 
entrepreneurial initiatives and by rewarding such efforts (Stevenson, 1983; Brown 
et al, 2001). However, few studies have empirically examined the relationship 
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between a firm’s management practices and its entrepreneurial activities (see e.g., 
Barringer, 1999).  
 
While several factors may influence the likelihood of entrepreneurial 
resource recombination in existing organizations (e.g., its knowledge-based 
resources, see Galunic & Rodan 1998) a focus on management practices and how 
they influence resource recombinations may be of particular relevance. First, 
entrepreneurial activities may take different forms in different firms depending on 
the type of industry and other firm-specific factors (Gartner, 1985; Lumpkin & 
Dess, 1996). As a result, it is difficult to transfer knowledge about entrepreneurial 
practices from one firm to another. Management practices that facilitate 
entrepreneurial activities, on the other hand, are applicable across several different 
types of firms. Therefore, knowledge about the management practices that 
facilitate entrepreneurship may be transferred across firms and taught to managers 
who want to make their organizations more entrepreneurial regardless of industry. 
Second, in a series of papers, Stevenson has argued that certain management 
practices can be more or less entrepreneurial (Stevenson, 1983; Stevenson and 
Gumpert, 1985; Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990). For example, firms may develop a 
hierarchical management structure that stifles entrepreneurial initiatives, or a more 
network oriented structure that encourages entrepreneurial initiatives. These 
suggestions made by Stevenson have received substantial attention and 
recognition in the literature (see e.g. Brown et al, 2001). However, while it is 
intuitively appealing to suggest that entrepreneurial management practices 
facilitate entrepreneurial activities, there is no systematic empirical research to 
support Stevenson’s propositions. Consequently, this paper sets out to examine 
how more or less entrepreneurial management practices affect resource 
recombinations.  
 
THEORY AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTHESES 
 
Recently, studies within corporate entrepreneurship and the resource-based 
view of strategy have focused on entrepreneurial activities as defined by Joseph 
Schumpeter (Guth and Ginsberg, 1990; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2001; Stopford 
and Baden-Fuller, 1994; Teece, et al, 1997). Central to both these streams of 
research is the prescribed role for firms to be entrepreneurial by searching out new 
innovative resource recombinations. There is agreement that resource 
recombinations for new initiatives such as introducing new products and services 
and/or entering new markets can be used as an indicator of “actual” 
entrepreneurial activities in existing firms (Brown et al, 2001; Guth and Ginsberg, 
1990; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Schumpeter, 1934; Stopford and Baden-Fuller, 
1994). Through a reconfiguration of existing resources within the firm, or through 
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the integration of new resources into their existing resource base, firms can 
introduce new products and services or enter into new markets (Galunic and 
Rodin, 1998; Lumpkin and Dess, 1996; Schumpeter, 1934). 
 
One important claim in the literature is that management practices can 
facilitate such resource recombinations (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1998; Eisenhardt & 
Martin, 2000). That is, top management can design several aspects of the firm in 
more or less entrepreneurial ways. Stevenson has developed a framework that 
addresses the degree of entrepreneurship in firm’s management practices along 
several different dimensions. (Stevenson, 1983; Stevenson and Gumpert, 1985; 
Stevenson and Jarillo, 1986; 1990). He suggests that a company’s management 
practices range along a spectrum from highly entrepreneurial to highly 
administrative. A “promoter” characterizes the entrepreneurial side of the 
spectrum and a “trustee” characterizes the administrative side. The promoter’s 
sole intent is to pursue and exploit opportunities regardless of resources currently 
controlled, while the trustee aims to efficiently use the resources currently 
controlled. Stevenson’s original description of entrepreneurial management 
consists of six different dimensions: Strategic Orientation, Commitment to 
Opportunity, Commitment to Resources, Control of Resources, Management 
Structure and Reward Philosophy. Based on Stevenson’s theorizing, Brown et al. 
(2001) first extend these six dimensions by adding two more dimensions based on 
Stevenson’s later work. The two dimensions that were added are Growth 
Orientation and Entrepreneurial Culture. These eight dimensions did later on 
form six distinct empirical dimensions. The authors labelled them; Strategic 
Orientation, Entrepreneurial Culture, Management Structure, Resource 
Orientation, Growth Orientation and Reward Philosophy. The theory suggests 
that each of these six dimensions should have a positive influence on 
entrepreneurial activities in existing organizations. In the following we develop 
hypotheses for the relationship between each of these dimensions and the 
likelihood for entrepreneurial resource recombinations. 
 
Following Lumpkin & Dess (1996), the position we take here is to only 
view resource recombinations aiming to develop new products or services or the 
entering of new markets as entrepreneurial. Schumpeter (1934) highlighted the 
role of resource recombination as a mean to create something new which not only 
is new for the firm but which also is new to the market. Thus, a greater emphasis 
on creating new combination of resources with the aim of developing new 
products or services and/or enter new markets should be considered as more 




Strategic Orientation and Resource recombinations 
 
Innovative resource recombination has been suggested to be the result of a 
high alertness to new opportunities (Zahra & Wiklund, 2000). The ability to 
identify and commit oneself to new opportunities has been seen as key 
entrepreneurial features of individuals (Casson, 1982; Kirzner 1973; Knight, 
1942; Schumpeter, 1934) and firms (Stevenson 1983; Wiklund, 1998; Zahra, 
1991). Stevenson (1983) suggests that entrepreneurial firms base their strategies 
solely on opportunities that exist in the environment, using opportunities as a 
starting point for developing strategies. They tend to pursue new opportunities 
without regard to resources currently controlled, identifying the resources 
necessary to exploit an opportunity after they have assessed a new strategy. 
Administratively managed companies, on the other hand, tend to look more at the 
resources they already control when developing strategies. They may be aware of 
the opportunities in the environment but tend to think in terms of how to best 
utilize and exploit the resources they already control as efficiently as possible in 
order to exploit new opportunities. Therefore:  
 
Hypothesis 1: A strategic orientation focusing on opportunities in the 
environment rather than resources currently controlled will be positively 
associated with resource recombinations. 
 
Entrepreneurial Culture and Resource Recombinations 
 
While an outward focus on new opportunities in the environment is 
necessary to discover new opportunities, an entrepreneurial culture enables an 
organization to come up with creative solutions for how to best recombine 
resources in order to adjust its resource-base to new opportunities in the 
environment. The culture of an organization is one of the key factors fostering 
entrepreneurial activities in organizations (Brown et al, 2001; Covin & Slevin, 
1991; Zahra, 1993). It is an invisible aspect of an organization, which influences 
everything that people do (e.g. Covin & Slevin, 1991). By encouraging new ideas, 
experimentation and creativity, managers’ help to create an entrepreneurial culture 
with norms that support entrepreneurial behavior (e.g. Covin & Slevin, 1991). 
Thus: 
 
Hypothesis 2: An entrepreneurial culture, as indicated by a firm’s 
tendency to encourage new ideas, experimentation, and creativity, will be 




Growth Orientation and Resource recombinations 
 
A firm that wants to grow bigger can do so in two different ways. It can 
either sell more of already existing products or services or introduce new products 
or services. Many firms grow by recombining its resources in new novel ways in 
order to produce and sell something new and/or to produce the same products as 
before but with a different method of production. Schumpeter (1934) suggests that 
there is a close link between growth and resource recombinations. A firm that 
conducts resource recombinations of any significance should also expand, because 
the productivity of new combinations relative to old combinations can enhance 
growth. 
 
Stevenson’s conceptualization of entrepreneurial management, suggests 
that the main difference between an entrepreneurial and an administratively 
managed firm is that the former tend to favor rapid growth while the latter has a 
more careful attitude towards growth (Stevenson & Jarillo, 1990). 
Administratively managed firms may also desire growth but they suggest that it 
must be much slower and at a steady pace. Thus: 
 
Hypothesis 3: A stronger orientation towards rapid growth as compared to 
slow growth and/or ability will be positively associated with resource 
recombinations.   
 
Resource Orientation and Resource recombinations 
 
The traditional view of resources in entrepreneurship has been on resource 
ownership. For example, Vesper (1982) argues that building a new business 
requires resources. Covin and Slevin (1991; 15) have suggested that: “an 
organization’s entrepreneurial capacity will be, to some extent, limited by its 
resource base”, which implies that direct ownership of resources should stimulate 
entrepreneurial behavior and financial performance. Previous research has also 
focused on the difficulty in obtaining resources and especially financial capital for 
future expansion (Sexton & Smilor, 1997). However, some research has started to 
emphasize that firms can gain flexibility by striving not to accumulate resources, 
since they may have a constraining effect on entrepreneurial activities (e.g., 
Stevenson, 1983). Entrepreneurs often prefer to borrow, rent or subcontract 
resources (Collin & Moore, 1964; Starr & MacMillan, 1990). The accumulation 
of too many resources may restrict the searching for new innovative resource 
recombination (Tushman and Romanelli, 1996; Teece, 1997). An entrepreneurial 
view of the control of resources is that: “all I need from a resource is the ability to 




Not only the control of resources, but also the strategies for committing 
resources to opportunities may enhance or stifle entrepreneurship. As argued by 
Stevenson (1983): “Entrepreneurial management is to learn how to do a little bit 
more with a little bit less” (p. 384). He suggests that entrepreneurial managers 
move forward in a multistage manner and make minimal commitment of 
resources at each stage in order to be able to stop and change direction at any time. 
In summary:  
 
Hypothesis 4: An orientation towards multi-staged commitment and non-
ownership of resources as compared to large-scale commitments and 
direct ownership of resources will be positively associated with resource 
recombinations 
 
Management structure and Resource recombinations 
 
Stevenson (1983) suggests that the management structure of an 
entrepreneurial firm is organized with multiple informal networks while 
administrative firms typically are organized as formalized hierarchies with clearly 
defined lines of authority (c.f. Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985). An entrepreneurial 
management structure is designed to access resources within the firm as well as 
through collaborative network relationships. It is suggested to be flexible and to 
create an environment where employees are free to create and seek new 
opportunities (Stevenson, 1983). Given the flexibility of an entrepreneurial 
management structure, these firms are more likely to pursue new resource 
recombinations than are firms with an administrative management structure. The 
latter have organizational hierarchies that make them more inert and difficult to 
change (Zhara & Wiklund, 2000). Built in control systems, well-defined roles of 
authority, and the mechanic organization structure that characterize administrative 
firms are often hard to change (e.g. Weber, 1930). This makes firms with 
administrative management structures less likely to pursue new resource 
recombinations. The following hypothesis regarding the association between 
management structure and recombination of resources for new initiatives is 
therefore hypothesized: 
 
Hypothesis 5: More decentralized and flexible management structure with 
multiple informal networks will be positively associated with resource 
recombinations.  
 




Entrepreneurial firms tend to base rewards and compensations on value 
creation while administrative firms base it on an individual’s position in the 
hierarchy (Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985). Schumpeter (1950) argued that it is 
extremely important to reward change by allowing the people who for example 
create a new product or process to capture some of the benefits of their creations. 
Stevenson (1983) suggest that managers in administrative firms are getting 
rewarded according to how much responsibility (assets or resources they have 
under control) and their decisions are therefore often guided by the desire to 
protect their own positions and security. Because of that they tend to make smaller 
strategic experiments that show little result at the bottom line (Stevenson & 
Gumpert, 1985).  Given that incentive systems work, it is logical to believe that a 
reward and compensation system that is based on value creation should be 
positively associated with recombination of resources for new initiatives. The 
following hypothesis is therefore suggested: 
 
Hypothesis 6: A reward philosophy that is based on value creation rather 
than an individual’s position in a hierarchy will be positively associated 




Research Design and Sample 
 
The data used for testing the hypotheses, were collected in four waves 
over a period of three years. First, a telephone interview was conducted, which 
shortly thereafter was followed up with a mail questionnaire. These surveys 
concerned the independent variables and were conducted in 1997. Three years 
later, in 2000, the same firms were approached again for a new telephone 
interview and mail survey, this time concerning the dependent variables. The 
target respondent was the CEO. The sample was obtained from Statistics Sweden 
(the Bureau of Census). The sample was stratified over four different industries: 
knowledge intensive and research-intensive manufacturing; labor-intensive 
manufacturing; retailing and wholesale; and professional services. The sample 
was also stratified over the EU size brackets of small (10-49 employees) and 
medium-sized companies (50-249 employees). The initial sample consisted of 818 
independent companies. The number of responses varies in the analyses, because 
two different dependent variables are used. The first was collected during the 
telephone interview in 2000. A total of 397 companies (49 %) provided complete 
data up to this point. The second dependent variable was taken from the mail 
questionnaire in 2000. The total number of respondents that returned both the mail 
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questionnaire in 1997, and the one in 2000 was 249, corresponding to a response 
rate of 30 %. 
 
Variables and Measures 
 
Resource recombinations. Two different measures of resources 
recombinations, both original, were used. The RRC1 measure consists of 9 items 
measured on five-point scales and appears in the 2000 mail questionnaire. 
Respondents were asked to rate their emphasis on different types of resource 
recombinations relative the industry in general. The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability 
coefficient of the construct was 0.85. This suggests that the items capture different 
aspects of one common construct. The RRC2 measure was taken from the 2000 
telephone interview. It consists of 9 items. Respondents were asked to answer yes 
or no to whether they during the past 12 months had carried out specific resource 
recombination activities. These items tap more direct and tangible aspects of 
entrepreneurship, such as the introduction of new products and services, or the 
opening of new markets, which require new innovative resource recombinations 
The Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficient of the construct was 0.71, suggesting 
that the items tap different aspects of one common construct.  
 
Entrepreneurial management practices. The measures of the six constructs 
pertaining to entrepreneurial management practices (i.e. the independent variables 
in the study) were taken directly from Brown et al (2001), who devoted a journal 
article solely to the operationalization of Stevenson’s conceptualization of 
entrepreneurial management. The measurement properties of the scales are as 
follows: Strategic orientation (3 items, α = .78), Entrepreneurial culture (3 items, 
α = .68), Management structure (5 items, α = .78), Resource orientation (4 items, 
α = .58), Growth orientation (2 items, α = .71) and Reward philosophy (3 items, 
α = .58).  
 
Control variables. Business size, environmental munificence and 
environmental heterogeneity were included as control variables since they may 
influence resource recombinations (cf. Miller & Friesen, 1982; Zahra, 1993). Size 
is measured in terms of number of employees and was collected from statistics 
Sweden (the bureau of census). The measure of environmental munificence 
consists of four items (α = .69) and the measure of heterogeneity consists of three 




ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
 
Hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to test the 
hypotheses. Separate analyses were carried out for each of the dependent variables. 
The results are displayed in Table 1.  The control variables of business size, 
environmental munificence and heterogeneity were first entered in a base model 
predicting RRC1. These results are reported in column two. In the next step, the 
independent variables were entered. The results are reported in column three of 
the table.  This model makes a significant contribution over and above the base 
model (ΔR2= 0.10, p < 0.001). Positive and statistically significant effects are 
obtained for Strategic Orientation (p < 0.05), Entrepreneurial Culture (p < 0.05), 
Management Structure (p < 0.05) and Growth Orientation (p < 0.05), providing 
partial support for H1, H2, H3, and H5. Next, RRC2 is predicted. The control 
variables are again entered in a base model, reported in column 4. The addition of 
the independent variables, reported in column 5, again make a significant 
contribution over and above the base model (ΔR2= 0.07, p < 0.001). Positive and 
statistically significant effects are obtained for Strategic Orientation (p < 0.05), 
Entrepreneurial Culture (p < 0.01), Resource orientation (p < 0.05) and Growth 
Orientation (p < 0.05), providing partial support for H1, H2, H4, and H5. In 
summary, H1, H2, and H5 receive support from both analyses, whereas H6 
receives no support. The support for H3 and H4 is mixed. 
 
[Insert table 1 here] 
      
DISCUSSION  
 
First, our results are largely in support of Stevenson’s theory. Hence, 
managers who want to make their organizations more entrepreneurial are well 
advised to follow several of Stevenson’s suggestions. Second, while supportive 
our results have modest explanatory power with respect to resource 
recombinations. This suggests that Stevenson’s theory may not capture all 
relevant aspects of entrepreneurial management; there may exist additional 
management practices that drive or facilitate resource recombination. For example, 
Brown et al (2001) found that the concept of Entrepreneurial Orientation (with 
sub-dimensions innovation, risk-taking, and pro-activeness and possibly more; see 
Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Wiklund, 1998) had important overlap as well as 
substantial distinctiveness relative to the Stevenson-based measures we have used 
here. Third, our results were relatively stronger for the dimensions Strategic 
Orientation, Growth Orientation and Entrepreneurial Culture than for the other 
dimensions. What these three have in common is that they represent more over-
arching aspects of entrepreneurial leadership; of instilling vision and culture 
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supportive of entrepreneurial behavior throughout the organization. We do not get 
as strong support for the notion that the vision and culture necessarily has to be 
channeled through the specific management practices regarding resource 
employment, management structure and reward systems that Stevenson suggests. 
Given a focus on external opportunities, growth as a goal and internal 
encouragement it seems possible to achieve high levels of resource recombination 
intensity also under other repertoires of specific management practices. This result 
makes sense. The specific vehicles through which a vision and culture of 
entrepreneurship are translated into effective resource recombination may have to 
vary depending on the technology and maturity of the industry, the size of the 
organization, the competence level of the employees, and the firm’s position in 
the value chain.  
 
Interestingly, we get no significant positive effect at all for Reward 
Philosophy. This suggests that pecuniary incentives may not be the most effective 
way for managers to support entrepreneurial initiatives. At least it seems to be the 
case that they do not work for firms that are not strong on the more over-arching 
dimensions discussed above. Some caution is advisable, though. The Reward 
Philosophy measure had somewhat worse technical measurement properties than 
most other dimensions. Therefore, low measurement reliability is an alternative 
explanation for this non-result, and the rejection of the hypothesis may be 
erroneous (Type II error). 
 
IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This study has only focused on the antecedents to entrepreneurial 
resources recombinations and not on the outcome of such processes. Future 
research should therefore also focus on the outcome of entrepreneurial resource 
recombinations in terms of financial performance and impact on the market. It is 
logical to believe that “successful” new resource combinations may generate new 
products and services that the customers like better than already existing products. 
This may increase the financial performance for the firm that has introduced them 
while causing losses for the firm’s rivals, if customers start abandoning their 
products and services in favor of the new ones. However, resource recombinations 
may also be seen as costly which may result in a lower financial performance, at 
least in the short run. New resource recombinations may not always result in new 
and more competitive products and services that generate new wealth for the firm 
or its owners. This is an aspect that not has been discussed substantially in 
previous research. Previous research has suggested that an entrepreneurial 
orientation positively influences financial performance (Miller, 1983; Covin and 
Slevin, 1988, 1991; Zahra and Covin, 1995), but we do not know if the reason for 
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this is a higher emphasis on carrying out new innovative resource recombinations. 
Research that is using longitudinal data to examine the link between innovative 
resource recombinations on a company’s survival and financial performance can 
establish the importance of such activities. It will generate more knowledge of 
whether or not firms’ that pursue more aggressive resource recombinations 
outperform their rivals in the long run.  
 
CONTACT: Christian Eliasson, Jönköping International Business School, Box 
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Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis 
 
 RRC1 (N= 249) RRC2 (N=397) 
Size .12* .11 .19*** .18*** 
Munificence .14* .06 .19*** .11* 
Heterogeneity .23*** .16* .10* .05 
     
Strategic orientation  .14*  .11* 
Entrepreneurial culture  .13*  .17** 
Management structure  .15*  .09 
Resource orientation  .02  .09* 
Growth orientation  .16*  .09* 
Reward philosophy  .02  -.03 
     
R2 .11*** .20*** .11*** .17*** 
Adj. R2 .09*** .17*** .10*** .16*** 
ΔR2  .10***  .07*** 
Regression weights shown are standardized coefficients obtained at the final step. 
p* < .05; p** < .01; p*** < .001 
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